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Will I Nill I 


Have you not considered how Allah presents an example, 
[making] a good word like a good tree, whose root is firmly 
fixed and its branches [high] in the sky? It produces its fruit 
all the time, by permission of its Lord. And Allah presents 
examples for the people that perhaps they will be reminded. 
And the example of a bad word is like a bad tree, uprooted 
from the surface of the earth, not having any stability. Allah 
keeps firm those who believe, with the firm word, in worldly 
life and in the Hereafter. And Allah sends astray the 
wrongdoers. And Allah does what He wills. 


- Koran 
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Life is all about trying to avoid certain things that cannot 
be avoided. Death is one such thing. Idiocy is another. Life 
itself is still another. 


I would like to invite you to admit that we all live, all die 
and all are idiots. This confession right away will probably 
benefit both of us. For you, it will make this book a little 
more digestible than it is. For me, it will make the world a 
safer place. 


I should have written this in Urdu, my first language, but 
there is a setious problem with the language and its 
community. Nobody treads anybody in Urdu, at least not 
seriously. And if, or when, somebody does, the writer is no 
mote. It is absolutely useless to live, die and be an idiot in 
Urdu. In English, one can at least hope to get a few people 
to know that. 


I am not a philosopher. I do not know English well 
enough. I have never been to a university. This book might 
not be the kind of scholarly work you are looking for. I have 
only penned it because I could never find the kind of 
scholarly work myself. I may sound like answering some 
questions and raising some for you but that is but a soliloquy. 
Not addressed to anyone but self. All I want is to be 
overheard! 


RF 


If arguments could convince humans, there would be no 
arguments at all. The very existence of dialogue proves that 
we ate more interested in sharing our bit of truth than 
entertaining others’. This work follows the same line but in 
an enlightened manner. So, it is only as a human right that I 
opine henceforth. 


AN APOLOGY FOR APOLOGETICS 


Apology does involve guilt but not always a crime. As 
soon as I question your existence, you ate in an apologetic 
position even though you may be enjoying quite a rich and 
sensible existence. A question, in such cases, invokes an 
answer that is principally nothing more or less than a 
justification. This process of proving your existence, which 
should nonetheless be the same even if you cannot justify it, 
brings us to an interesting principle. It is not truth that is 
validated by a proof, but one’s understanding of it. 


What we all need to understand is that religious apologists 
do not defend religion but their view of it. If religion is a 
truth, it never suffers from the failure of its followers to 
defend it. After all, the universe did not suffer anything from 
science’s inability to fully comprehend and justify it. A 
scientist, from this perspective, is no more than an apologist 
in that he defends his view of the cosmos through all means 
available to him. An apologist is no different from a scientist 
in that he defends his concept of the universe by employing 
everything he can think of. The means may be different, but 
the goal and the nature of the process are the same. 


5 


The second thing we need to consider is that an apologist 
is bound to change his position, adjust his understanding and 
adapt to accommodate new information that is constantly 
emerging beyond his control. Interestingly, it is also in this 
same process that he creates newer information, challenging 
someone else out there for justification and accommodation, 
or rejection and justification of the rejection. Hence, a 
flexible and ever-changing stance is not only natural but 
essential to the enterprise of an apologist. We can see that 
this rule applies equally well to the scientist as well. 


Even though there may be perfect knowledge, there is 
none perfectly knowledgeable among us. In this context, we 
can safely claim that one who is never apologetic is never 
human. To err is human, and to apologize is humane. By 
erring, all I mean here is to ert in justification of one’s stance, 
and by apologizing, to readjust one’s stance towards 
something one continues to advocate despite having erred 
earlier. 


It is critical to realize that our understanding of something 
affects us, not the thing itself. An assassin who has 
committed murder may escape punishment due to a lack of 
evidence, but his acquittal does not undo the crime. We may 
fail to prove that he murdered but he did. We may accept the 
verdict but decide not to submit to it. If, say, we collect 
enough evidence to successfully convict the assassin on a 
later date, does this change of stance, this apology, this 
defence of the same claim, reflect anything else than an even 
better understanding of the case? 


Since human knowledge is not perfect, a more 
knowledgeable person is not always right. One who wins an 
argument wins over his opponent and not the truth. The 
truth of a case is something absolutely independent of how 


one sees it. A clever advocate of a lie can overcome a 
simpleton who stands by the truth in an argument, but 
cannot thus overcome the truth and what it has in store for 
both of them. At least one of them must resort to apology 
once the consequences of denying or accepting the truth are 
manifest. 


Intellectual discourse is a battleground of interpretations 
of truth, and not truth itself. Even if the last argument for 
truth is ruled out, truth stands unshaken. 


Attack does not imply victory but aggression. Similarly, 
defence does not mean defeat but resilience. He who 
withstands the blow is stronger than the one who deals it. An 
attacker may not necessarily have a clear idea of his and his 
opponent’s strength but a defender does know everything in 
practical terms. This is why apologetics sometimes serves as 
a purgatory for human knowledge. The cycle of attack and 
defence in arguments reinvents the way we look at the world. 


Religious apologists are of two kinds; those who reinvent 
their belief system for a newer audience and those who 
reiterate the same, old one with new force. If we look at a 
belief system as an interpretation of truth, there is nothing 
wrong with the first group. It is rational and sensible to 
represent your belief in terms more relevant to your context. 
But the second group, who try to reiterate and reinforce the 
same old narrative are certainly mistaken. They fail to 
appreciate the whole discourse due to a grave lack of 
contextual sensibility, and hence, do not deserve to be 
considered a part of the discourse at all. Noise, however loud, 
is there to be ignored, not attended to. 


LOGGING IN THE LOGIC 


Logic is a strange word. It comes from the Greek /gos, 
which at once means word and reason. In Arabic, it translates 
to mantiq, which also means both. And it is not just an 
etymological accident; both word and reason can reveal, on 
a close study, why they are not apart. 


Word is a communicative sign. It aims to convey a piece 
of reasoning from one mind to another and immediately 
becomes meaningless if we do away with the intention to 
convey the idea. We can call a cat a rat or a pat or whatever 
and it does not make the slightest difference to the meaning 
that exists beyond any wordiness if we do not have to 
communicate it. 


Reason, in a striking similarity to word, is also a 
communicative construct. It seeks to persuade a mind of 
what another mind finds true, and becomes useless as soon 
as one gives up the resolve to persuade someone. What a 
mind finds true remains so even if nobody else is informed 
ot convinced. You may think that we find truth through 
reason but that is not the case as we shall soon see. 


The only difference between word and reason is that of 
being voiced and unvoiced. Reason is a whisper of what word 
is a shout of. We always have an audience which we addtess 
inside our head before we do the same in front of them 
publicly. The first communication is called reason and the 
second word. Both are essentially the same and their 
relationship is well expressed in the following dictum: 


Thinking is talking quietly and talking is thinking aloud. 


All reasoning is talk. All talk is soliloquy. The 
communication that happens is only the result of the terms 
of soliloquy being more or less shared among members of a 
society. We never actually communicate, but only transmit 
our messages and try to interpret others’ messages. If we fail, 
it is obviously a soliloquy. If we succeed, we did nothing 
more than successfully sharing our self-talk. We can never 
guarantee that we have communicated because we can never 
ensure that the terms are share and the intended message is 
consequently delivered as it is. 


Both word and reason rely on being more or less shared 
to do the job of so-called communication assigned to them. 
A cat means a cat or something of the kind because we all 
share the same meaning. The meaning is not inherent in the 
word but imposed externally, that is, we assign it to the word. 
Hence, we, as a society, can and in fact do change the 
meanings of words when needed. The word, hence, is not 
absolute and necessary by itself. Similarly, reason also is a set 
of shared terms. Two and two make four. It is rational only 
because we all share the observation. The rationality is not 
inherent in this proposition but imposed externally, that is, 
we assign the value to it. It is obvious that the proposition 
itself cannot justify why two and two should make four; it 
imports its validity from outside, namely, the observation 


shared by us, the society. In case we observe two and two 
making five, the reasoning is bound to change. So, it is again 
us, the society, who lend significance to reason as we do to 
wotd. Reason, therefore, is also not absolute and necessary 
by itself. 


One can argue that two and two can never make five and 
the rationality of the aforementioned proposition is hence 
inherent or, at least, not determined socially. To answer that, 
we need to pause for a while and ponder what on earth makes 
one believe that. Is it anything other than a repetitive 
observation of the same result of two plus two that convinces 
us of the truth of the proposition? If yes, can someone who 
is never exposed to the observation teach the same 
conclusion? Will it still be called a rational conclusion? Of 
course not. And if it is only the recurrent observation that 
persuades us of the truth of a proposition, do we have the 
jurisdiction to claim it will always recur? Is it not just social 
agreement on the result that can by no means guarantee two 
and two will always make four? 


It must be clear now that reason, like word, is a socially 
agreed-upon set of terms that is related more to the humans 
perceiving the truth than the truth itself. If something is 
called rational, it is not because it is true but because it 
reconciles with a shared experience of the society. Truth, for 
humans, is nothing more than a reconciliation between mind 
and matter, i.e., thought and experience. Hence, ratiocination 
is essentially the process of making a truth you somehow 
discovered presentable and palatable at the social level. 


You may have things worth saying but cannot quite say if 
there is no one to listen. You can be true without any 
endorsement but cannot be rational unless others subscribe 
to you. Conversely, a mute may have things worth saying 
despite his wordlessness. Someone irrational can well be true 
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even if he cannot convince anyone. Logic, hence, should be 
viewed essentially as an asset of not intellectual but social 
worth. 


It also follows from the above discussion that multiple 
logics to explain the same event are possible in the same way 
that multiple verbal expressions to communicate the same 
idea are possible. There may be better or worse logics like 
better or worse verbal expressions but it all depends on the 
context of the justification and communication. Certain 
words ate more appropriate to a certain context and certain 
logics are more suitable in certain conditions. We cannot rule 
out the theory of four humours just because empirical 
science does not sanction it. Practically, that is, in the context 
of experience, the theory holds as true as the existence of 
pathogenic bacteria. Empirically though, or in the context of 
experimentation, the logic of modern medicine is more 
convincing. Must we discard a logic, i.e., a set of socially 
agreed-upon observations, in favour of another just because 
we fail to reconcile them? 


Logic is an instrument ideal for not finding but 
communicating truths. All its rules, if looked upon closely, 
are meant to ascertain an illustration of truth rather than the 
discovery of it. A line of reasoning does not lead but follows 
us to truth. And that is natural; for how can we tell the way 
when we are not sure of the destination yet? That is, when 
the truth is yet to be known, we should be but fools to be 
certain that it will be lying on this or that path of reasoning. 
We first have to strive unaided to find the darling and then 
trace our footsteps back to show the world how we reached 
it. And of course, we may choose not to track the path at all 
if we do not intend to share it with anyone. 


It should be evident now that logic potentially lacks the 
ability to lead to truth. In fact, it aggressively hinders the 
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journey of a truth seeker if relied upon too much and makes 
him go round and round certain paths that will land him 
anywhere but the eagerly sought destination of a new, 
hitherto unknown truth. The impedimenta of logic are 
always, consciously or unconsciously, laid off when running 
after the truth. It is only after we have found something new 
that we attend to its logic, not before. This attention to logic 
involves, as we have seen above, tracing the path to the new 
truth in terms of reasons and words so that we may share the 
discovery with an audience. 


Logic, that is both word and reason, is always only one or 
the other form of truth and never the content of it. 


We can also see now why logic has room for fallacies. 
Fallacies arise when you depend solely on reasoning and 
ignore the need to validate your argument with the 
observations agreed upon by society. What actually happens 
is that you argue for something that either does not exist or 
does not do the way you think, i., there is a difference 
between the perceptions of individual and society about 
existence. The lack of socially agreed-upon knowledge on 
your part, however, does not stop you from employing the 
faculty of reason and word, though you ultimately fail to be 
endorsed by the whole set of shared observations. 


A paradox is a truth in absolute defiance of the instant 
powers of logic to communicate it. It can be logicalized, 
namely made available to the whole society as shared 
knowledge, only if and when we resort to an alternative logic 
or add some new observations to the current logic as true 
propositions that should, in turn, lead to deciphering the 
truth of the paradox. 


Furthermore, logic is all about generalizations. Words are 
generalizations. Laws, principles, axioms, rules, theories, 
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hypotheses, etc, are also all generalizations. If it were not so, 
communication would be reduced to the level of direct 
observation, which is nothing different from subjective truth. 
The word cat is a generalization of all cats whatsoever. 
Without this word, we have to point towards every cat when 
we talk about it and we will not be able to express ourselves 
if we have no cat to point to. Along the same lines, two plus 
two is also a generalization. All plausibility and eloquence in 
humans stem from their potential to generalize. The ability 
to generalize is the ability to think and talk. 


All language is gobbledygook and does not mean 
anything until we have something to say. All reasoning is 
nonsense and has no use unless we have something to justify. 
Logic is, therefore, a cart that carries truth after the hunter 
has hunted it and not the hunter of the truth. 
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MEASURING THE MEASURE 


There is no mathematics without numbers. And there are 
no numbers without humans. Numbers do not exist on their 
own. There are no ones, twos or threes existent anywhere. 
Oneness, twoness or threeness is an inherent property of 
nothing that exists in the real world. Nothing is half in itself 
and nothing is double. It is us, the humans, who attribute 
numbers, fractions and multiples to them. 


A stick is only long. We have measures to decide how 
long it is. Length may be a property of the stick but the 
numerical value is imposed on it. 


A number is just another form of generalization. 
Generalization always presupposes uniformity in its subject. 
We believe two goats to be virtually the same, hence two of 
a kind. But either of them is, in fact, as unique as anything. 
However, numbering, and hence mathematics, cannot be 
possible if we decide to take such realizations into 
consideration. 


And it is not just about plurality. We cannot, in fact, even 
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maintain that there are no numbers but one. The number one 
also is a number, a generalization of all the ones that are out 
there. Further, conceiving one without other numbers is 
simply impossible because numbers are relevant concepts 
and do not mean anything on their own. Existence, however, 
is not relevant in its nature. Things exist on their own, and 
not as part of a whole. 


A whole, as compared to a part, is also a similarly 
unrealistic generalization. Intellectual pursuit of truth must 
be conscious of such pitfalls of creating truth rather than 
discovering it. Something that applies to all is something that 
means to none. Let me illustrate that with an example. 


Probability is a type of generalization that looks at the 
pattern of events from the past and tries to predict the same 
in future. All it can ever show is how things may come out to 
be as a whole. Let us imagine I am diagnosed with a fatal 
disease and hospitalized. Doctors console me with the fact 
that 97 per cent of patients recover from the disease. I ask 
them if they can guarantee I am one of the lucky majority. 
They are silent. What do the stats and the science behind 
them mean to me? 
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MINDING THE MIND 


Intellect has no morality but it always serves one or the 
other. Look at science, for instance. Its findings have no 
moral values of their own but do have good or bad 
consequences for society when we make use of them. 
Morality is inevitable. We cannot ignore it under the pretext 
of objectivity. Not only do our actions end up as good or bad 
for others but, more importantly, we also have good or bad 
intentions behind them. All true are not truthful. 


In this brief outline of the moral principles that should 
guide our understanding of things, I want to begin with the 
problem of intellectual ingratitude. Intellectual ingratitude is 
the feeling of disdain towards the value of something that 
arises in men when they discover something of value about 
it. A typical example of this behaviour is our reaction when 
the mechanism of a magic trick is revealed to us. We instantly 
lose the sense of awe and the magic starts to appear more 
trivial than even the most trivial things around us. I think this 
is philistine and has something to do with the animal inside 
man. 
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It does not make the human body any less of a wonder 
even if all its wonders are uncovered by science someday. 
The Pyramids ought to look as majestic as they do now to us 
after we have unveiled all the mysteries surrounding them. 
Beauty must not lose its temptation just because we know 
how it preys upon us. If it does, it means we love ignorance 
more than knowledge. 


Incidentally, it should be a good idea to distinguish 
between love and lust for knowledge before we proceed. 
Lust, as the case usually is, is a passion that is focused on 
instant gratification, is resuscitated shortly after being 
quenched and is never satiated to its fill. Love, on the other 
hand, is not content with ephemeral pleasure and aims at 
peace instead, something that absolutely defies the vicious 
citcle of reviving exigencies. 


Lust for knowledge is as undesirable as anything; not 
because it is unquenchable, but because it serves no purpose 
while always burdening one’s soul with unrest. For us 
humans, the value of something lies not in its worth but in 
the price we pay for it. Hence, we tend to assume obsessive 
pursuit of knowledge as a merit merely on the ground that 
we invest so much in it. Questioning and challenging 
everything one comes across has become a sort of intellectual 
fashion. However, the problem with this approach is that you 
can question even the most established facts because of your 
very own ignorance about them. The challenge does not 
invalidate their truth. A pointless and incessant drive for 
immediate answers, like lust, can never end nor guarantee any 
useful knowledge. Love of knowledge, on the other hand, 
leads us to a totally different path. The way to safety and 
peace for us is to question the things we know for sure 
instead of messing around with what we do not know enough 
about. We cannot benefit from challenging what others 
believe but from questioning what we believe. While the 
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intelligent are concerned with knowing more and more, the 


wise are interested more in ascertaining what they already 
know. 


Questions are about things we do not know. How can our 
judgment about things we do not know be trusted? If we 
keep questioning everything that comes in our way, we are 
probably not seeking knowledge but only asserting our ego. 
A mind can question everything but not answer even a few. 
So, It is more constructive to find and ascertain answers than 
challenge and question things infinitely. The measure to 
ascertain the power of a mind is to judge not how many 
questions it raises but how many answers it can afford. In 
other words, we should learn to question more what we 
know than what we do not know! 


Good questions are to be appreciated, not answered. Life 
does not answer every question and we must learn to be 
content with suspending our judgement rather than making 
a negative one. Always doubtful is one who always looks for 
certainty. 


If philosophy has to serve some really noble purpose, it 
must be more observant than critical towards life. We need 
to focus more on how it is than how it should be. Instead of 
thinking in reaction, thinking in response to life may better 
serve our purpose. We have first to accept the life we have 
before being able to deal with it. The element of rebellion 
only alienates mind from the problems of real life. 


Last but not the least, we do not know everything. Our 
logic must somehow incorporate this principle into its 
mechanism. Life always involves some logic in its 
manifestations, and logic, as a rule, excludes the versatility of 
life from its considerations. Generalization, you know. We 
need to learn to think more accordingly with life than logic. 
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Generalizations like words, concepts and numbers, if 
trusted too much, may distract us from reality without us 
even knowing it. Observation and imagination can be good 
alternatives to logic when it starts producing paradoxes 
instead of answers. Imagination is thinking beyond language 
and observation is examining without judgement. 
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ALL ALIEN 


Those who deny the divine origins of religion have a 
strange alternative justification for its existence. They 
attribute it to fear. According to this narrative, when man was 
exposed to the formidable phenomena of nature, he created 
religion to relieve himself and, thus, justify his otherwise 
tough and meaningless existence. And I fear that is an 
absolutely ridiculous line of reasoning founded on an 
assumption that has no foundation of its own. 


The assumption behind this argument, which is never 
deigned worthy of any justification whatsoever, is the human 
fear that supposedly gave birth to the religious outlook. How 
on earth can one be afraid in an environment that is the only 
environment one has ever been exposed to? Man, according 
to the point of view in question, has evolved facing and 
passing the trials of the very nature that he ironically started 
fearing afterwards. Well, a creature that struggled its way out 
of the womb of a monster like Mother Nature must not be 
such weakling as man. 


Man is not supposed to imagine things beyond his 
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experience. Someone born in a dark cell and living there for 
life cannot just imagine blue heavens. Fear, on the other 
hand, is essentially a type of imagination in which mind 
compares a state of somewhat distant security with that of 
immediate insecurity. In the case of man evolving within the 
austere system of nature, there is no state of such perfect 
security at all, not even today when we believe we are 
incomparably safer from natural disasters than our 
forefathers. Life is all about insecurities, the biggest of them 
being about death which always proves to be ultimately real 
and inevitable. How come man chose to deviate from what 
the relentless teacher of nature taught him so persistently 
and, instead of adapting to the demands of real life, conjured 
up the silly idea of an Eden he never actually saw? 


Fear, as you can see, should not be sufficient reason to 
account for the origins of religion. Religion is otherworldly. 
We have seen no other world than this as mortals. Man has 
been dying through the course of time and he still cherishes 
the idea of an eternal life. This is so strange. But even stranger 
is the fact that this idea of immortality somehow sprang up 
in a world that has nothing to offer but death. Fear, however 
strong, should not be strong enough to make one imagine 
things that are not only beyond the boundaries of one's 
experience but also essentially incongruous with such prime 
experience as inevitable death. 


By primal experience, I mean sensations without which 
we ate unable to perceive any existence whatsoever. For 
instance, a physical body is a primal experience for humans. 
Even in our wildest dreams, we do not see anything bodiless. 
Death can be counted as a primal experience because it puts 
the same limit on life which body does on the existence. 
Death confines life exactly the way body confines existence. 
If we cannot imagine a bodiless object, we should not be able 
to imagine a deathless life. But we do. And that is enough of 
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a clue to an import. 


Fear comes from alienation. As we said earlier, we feel 
afraid when we compate two states of security and insecurity. 
Alienation is at the core of this comparison. We disown the 
insecurity and own the security. If there is fear, it only proves 
that there must be a secure state of affairs somewhere, i.c., 
an otherworld, that is constantly inspiring humans into 
estrangement from their real-world predicaments. No one is 
supposed to feel alienated at home unless they have 
experienced a place that is more homely than home. Same is 
the case with wonder. How can one even wonder at 
something if it is all one has always seen? Is it not ridiculous 
to see man caught in wonder, awe and fear in a world which 
is home to him and all he has ever known? 


Fear does not create religion. It is religion that arouses 
wonder, awe and fear in man by reminding him of a world 
other than this world. It is this experience of the otherworld 
that haunts man all the time and he consequently and 
inadvertently dreams of making the world a paradise; the 
wotld that otherwise looks totally unaccountable to him. The 
sense of alienation that inspires wonder, awe and fear in us is 
enough of a proof that life does not belong to the planet 
Earth. 


Many people may nonetheless feel that imagination does 
have the power to conjure up ideals that have no roots in the 
real world. The question is, how. How did the mind of man 
even manage to peep beyond the solid, cold and dead matter 
that is all he is surrounded with? One may argue, as our 
educational dogmas dictate to us, that it could be an 
emotional reaction to the darkness of matter. Right. But the 
point to ponder here is if any reaction can be so strong as to 
outdo the original action behind it and break absolutely out 
of the system which gave rise to it. After all, that is what 
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imagination seems to have done to a universe that is 
apparently composed of mere dead matter. Even if it was a 
reaction, i.e., an escape of mind from the grind of life on 
earth, it must have outsourced its powers from somewhere 
else given the immensity of its degree. And if it is not, it 
should be directly from the otherworld. 


In fact, it is unthinkable how mind could have evolved in 
a wotld of matter. Intellect, as shown previously, is the ability 
to generalize. But the world has nothing general to offer our 
senses. Every human experience is essentially a particular 
instance which we group only mentally with others of the 
kind to facilitate communication. All the words, names, ideas, 
tules, laws, principles, reasons and numbers are 
generalizations that exist only in mind and not in the world 
of matter. It is amazing how man has an innate and 
irresistible tendency to group things together while there 
exist only individual objects in the real world. If life evolved 
out of matter, where did man take the inspiration to 
generalize fromp 


23 


EXISTENCE OF THE NONEXISTENT 


The best thing about the existence of God is that its 
believers and deniers are often equally right. This is usually 
because of two reasons. First, God obviously does not exist. 
He is the creator of existence and you cannot force Him to 
identify with His creation if he did not choose to. But yes, 
He exists. He exists as nothing else does. So, it may be as 
rational to believe that He exists as to assert that He does 
not. 


The second reason why His believers and deniers are the 
same is that both are driven less by logic and more by 
reaction. The irony with mainstream atheism is that it does 
not deny but opposes the existence of God. The paradox of 
popular religion is that it does not believe but advocates the 
existence of God. Both are motivated by a lot of factors 
instead of a mere and pure search for truth. Their emotions 
and reactions only hamper the progress in a dialogue that 
could otherwise be evident or even imminent. People are 
stuck intellectually as soon as they are lost emotionally. It is 


not meanings but the words that matter the most in a heated 
debate. 
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There is, in fact, only one argument for God. And it must 
be made clear right away that although it can prove the 
existence of God, it can never make one believe in Him. 
Belief is guided by factors other than proof. We will discuss 
them later. 


Our argument has an awful history of being presented 
thoughtlessly and rejected recklessly. The only reason I can 
think of is that the debaters have been directing all their 
energies to chase each other while they were utterly lost. It is 
like two people claiming a home, hunting each other 
ageressively and ending up in a wilderness. 


The argument is usually presented like this: Everything 
that exists is made by someone. The universe exists so it must 
be made by someone. That someone must be God. Then, it 
is countered like this: If everything that exists is made by 
someone and the universe is made by God, God also must 
be made by someone. Then, the maker of God must be made 
by someone else, and so on. This chain of makers is infinite 
and does not prove anything sound, and the argument is, 
hence, rejected. 


I will discuss the problem with the argument later. First, 
I need to draw your attention towards the flaw in the 
counter-argument. It does not deny that everything must be 
made by someone. Does it? 


It is the conclusion of the argument and not the premises 
that we reject. Because if the propositions that everything is 
made by someone and the universe should likewise be made 
by someone are wrong, it necessarily means that nothing is 
made by anyone. Are we existing in nothingness, thenr If not, 
and if there really is this universe, can it be made by no one? 
Can anything be made by no one? Obviously, no. We are 
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neither living in nothingness nor anything is made by no one. 


Yet, the conclusion of the argument is unacceptable. And 
it is so because the first proposition is not what it sounds like. 
It is not that everything is made by someone but that 
everything is made by the same one. 


The proposition that everything is made by someone is 
false because no one in the universe actually makes anything. 
We only manipulate the already made phenomena of 
existence. When we make something, we have everything 
made available to us as the raw material. It is only shaping 
and reshaping the things that give us an illusion of making 
them. A cup of tea I make for myself is not made by me out 
of nothing. Rather energy, kettle, stove and ingredients of tea 
are already available to me. Shall we use this analogy to 
understand the One who made everything out of nothing? If 
so, He must rightly be poor enough to depend on someone 
else and the catenation of causation must go on so on. 


This misconception has been inherent in the first 
proposition of the argument virtually everywhere it is 
presented. We must carefully understand and humbly accept 
the fact that we are not creators, at least not in the literal and 
logical sense. It is not only in the physical world that we do 
not make anything but also in the intellectual realm. From 
out ideas to the decisions we make, we never actually make 
anything. Hence, everything that is there is not made by 
someone but the same one. And that someone must be God, 
the Creator! 


God is not the First Cause, but the Only Cause. All the 
rest is His effect. All causes in the catenation of causation are 
in fact effects. A cause should be a cause only if it is not 
caused by anything else. If it is, we must look behind it to 
find the real cause. What we perceive as causes in the 
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universe are perceivably caused by other causes which turns 
them into effects. A cause must be a cause in its own cause, 
otherwise, it is but an effect. No observable cause in the 
universe is a cause per se. It is the plurality of effects that we 
mistake for that of causes. Everything that exists, exists as an 
effect and must have a single cause. The Only Cause! 
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FATHOMING FAITH 


Intellect is limited, but it has one great merit; it can 
recognise its limits. We, for instance, know that we do not 
know everything. Or when we hit paradoxes, we understand 
there is something we cannot understand. As we discussed 
earlier, intellect is only a mental custom which is dictated by 
society exactly like a social norm. Whenever our intellect 
recognizes a limit, we try to think out of the box, i.e., find a 
way around that particular problem. In this process of 
breaking through a limit, it is almost certain that we put new 
limits on our intellect. Hence, the knowledge is always limited 
intellectually. 


Faith is a form of knowledge that is not intellectual. You 
drive over a bridge daily and never doubt it may collapse. 
This may seem an intellectually sound behaviour but it is not. 
You have most probably not reviewed any official reports 
confirming your safety in the drive. If you did and decided to 
trust them, you certainly have faith in the officials. You did 
not check the bridge yourself and chose to believe the 
officials. Even if you chose to examine the bridge yourself, 
you have faith in the tools and processes of examination. You 
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did not confirm them yourself. And so on... 


Accidents happen. Untowardly experiences at all scales 
are usual. There are examples of people crossing a bridge as 
confidently as you when it suddenly collapsed. There may be 
reasons, but you know them later. Before the accident, 
everyone is confident. 


Let us talk in terms of probability. It is unlikely for an 
engineer of a sound mind to declare a hundred per cent 
probability of your safety while you drive over the bridge. A 
hundred per cent probability is actually a declaration of 
absolute knowledge and control over the course of events. 
Humans do not have the privilege of any such authority, at 
least not the sane ones. So, you have an optimal probability 
of, say, 99.99 per cent that the bridge will not collapse while 
you drive over it. Note that it means that there is still a 0.01 
per cent chance of an accident. What if the next time you 
cross the bridge, it is that rare moment when the doomed 
0.01 per cent chance of accident realizes? 


The point is that humans either have no knowledge at all 
or their knowledge is not solely intellectual. Crossing over a 
bridge confidently is not an intellectually sound behaviour. 
And a greater problem is that such confidence can never 
teally be achieved by intellectual means. We are definitely not 
behaving rationally. But does that mean we are ignorant? 


I think not. We do have knowledge. But it is not of an 
intellectual nature. When we cross a bridge without the 
certainty of being safe, we have that knowledge called faith. 
Faith in something, someone who will make it happen. It is 
obviously not rational but it is there. 


We can often tolerate when our rational attitudes are 
challenged but never when our irrational beliefs are hit. It is 
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so because irrationality, in fact, has more weight in human 
life than rationality and a single blow to it may shatter a soul 
altogether. 


What we need to remind ourselves is that knowledge is 
not an outcome of intellect but intellect results from 
knowledge, as we discussed earlier. Man does not know 
because he thinks but thinks because he knows. You can 
make a computer simulate human thinking but that does not 
impart knowledge to it. In fact, even the computer is 
provided data and commands from the outside before being 
able to think. 


Faith and intellect both result from knowledge 
independently. Faith is intellectually blind and so is intellect 
from the angle of faith. One who has knowledge cannot help 
both thinking and having faith. Character is to faith what 
thinking is to intellect. Practising virtues strengthens faith as 
much as exercising thoughts empowers intellect. 


We cannot talk about faith like intellect. Intellect is 
essentially a communicative construct as we have pointed 
earlier. It can be explored and expressed in terms of concepts 
and words. Faith is a different offshoot of knowledge and 
can only be discovered individually. That is why I reiterate 
that we must question less what we do not know and more 
what we do. If we start exploring why we believe what we 
believe, it will reveal more to us than challenging what we do 
not believe. 


Knowledge appears to come from sources unknown to 
intellect. We think what we think but if thinking revealed 
things unknown to us, we would never need to step out of 
the home to explore the world. Thinking draws on what you 
know already and only represents it. Knowledge precedes 
intellect as it precedes faith. But where does it come from? 


30 


If we keenly observe the moment we discover something 
new, ie., we know about something, we will find that it is 
always an accident beyond our control. We are walking down 
a street and something happens. We learned something new 
but it was not us who made it happen. Then, we are sitting 
alone and thinking. An idea strikes our mind from nowhere 
and we immediately realize something new. This knowledge 
should not a result of our thinking. If we think it is, it means 
we already had the knowledge but did not know we had it. It 
should be like someone who knows he forgot his watch 
somewhere in the house and looks for it. But in both cases, 
it is not us who is in command of our knowledge. We either 
had it beforehand or were given at the moment. Who gave 
us that? 


If we look again and try to grasp the moment we know 
more closely, we may discover that a new idea that imparts 
knowledge to us seldom bears a relation to the chain of 
thinking we have preceding it. We are thinking on one line 
and the idea comes from an altogether different angle. If we 
keep exploring, it will soon be revealed that even the chain 
of thoughts we had before is beyond our control. This is 
enough to show that knowledge is imparted to mind from 
some external source. Scriptures of the Abrahamic tradition 
tell us that it is God who grants knowledge. Interestingly, He 
also asserts his authority by raising wrong ideas in the minds 
of the doomed so they can conveniently do what is lethal and 
hence taste the punishment of their sins. 
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DECODING THE CODEX 


It is virtually impossible for man to believe anything as an 
individual. We find it hard to believe anything nobody 
believes. We need to get our knowledge testified by others 
even if it is first-hand before we can trust it. Man tends to 
trust what many trust and is therefore untrustworthy as a 
source of knowledge. 


Imagine a doctor who discovered a cure for a fatal 
disease. He treats a patient and realizes that the medicine is 
effective. Imagine that nobody believes he cured the patient, 
not even the patient himself. What will the doctor think? 


Imagine he cures a few more patients of the same disease 
and they attribute their recovery to anything but the cure. 
Will the doctor be able to stand by his stance any more? 
Imagine he cures every patient of the ailment in front of 
medical boards and researchers and everybody thinks the 
patients either did not have a problem at all or recovered 
because of other factors. Is our doctor justified to still believe 
that he has discovered a cure for the disease? No. Definitely 
not. 
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I do not mean to prove that the doctor actually 
discovered a cure. All I want to illustrate is the nature of the 
knowledge we trust. If nobody agrees to you, you are a liar. 
Everyone cannot be wrong. Right? 


No. Wrong. 


Everyone can be wrong. All humans can be absolutely 
wrong about something. After all, none of us has absolute 
knowledge. We may well agree on things about which all of 
us know nothing. Ignorance binds people tighter than 
culture. 


As the human race, our reservoir of knowledge mostly 
consists of science, literature and history. As an individual, 
you ate always at the risk of taking collective ignorance of 
mankind for knowledge. Everyone may be wrong but 
everyone cannot be right. Is this the type of knowledge one 
would ever like to trust? 


The best way to know about the world and ourselves is 
probably to look around yourself. You do not need a 
laboratory at all. You and the world around you are more real 
than the environment and preparations of a laboratory. This 
is also what you have to actually deal with while you are alive. 
The naive, crude and first-hand experience of life! 


Trusting your own, immediate and live experience of life 
is arguably more sensible than trusting others who are 
experiencing the same in their own way. And this is the point 
where the Word of God starts sounding believable to you! 


I believe in Koran, Gospel, Psalms, Prophets and Torah 


because they relate to my immediate experience of life more 
than what my fellow humans proclaim as knowledge. Let us 
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call these books Codex collectively. 


I do not trust Codex because I have scientific or historical 
proof to validate it. Science and history are actually no proof 
at all as I hinted above. The Codex is trustworthy per se on 
account of its meaningfulness in the context of my life. I may 
accept science and history if Codex testifies to them but do 
not need them to testify to Codex. 


Koran is the last book in the Codex. It testifies to Gospel, 
Psalms, Prophets and Torah. Gospel testifies to Psalms, 
Prophets, and Torah and so on. None of the other books 
sanctified by followers of the Abrahamic religions is 
authenticated this way. Further, texts of Codex have another 
intrinsic testimony. They bear a similar message which is 
usually in sharp contrast with any other books. It should also 
be noted here that by Gospel I mean the Synoptic Gospels 
only. The reason is simply that Synoptics can be reconciled 
to other texts of the Codex unlike the Gospel of John. 


Let us call all knowledge that does not come from Codex 
secular. Man feels the need to attend to secular knowledge 
when he faces questions that his immediate experience of life 
does not seem to answer. These questions ate of two types: 
those that bear virtually no relation to the immediate 
experience of life and those that arise out of a 
misinterpretation of the immediate experience. Examples of 
the first type are the questions related to the beginning of life 
ot universe, and of the second, those about morality. 
Answers of the secular knowledge to the first type can never 
be certain and, more importantly, have nothing to do with 
the immediate experience of one's life as an individual. 
Answers to the second type always relate directly to one's life 
and should better be sought after by oneself rather than 
trusting others. 
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Now, Codex confines itself to what is directly related to 
us, Le. our immediate experience of life. From this 
perspective, and this only, you will discover that Codex and 
life are actually two sides of the same coin. You may study 
Codex and know life or study life and know Codex. Let me 
reiterate here that this individualistic perspective is actually 
the only perspective that relates directly to how you 
experience life. 


In life, there are things we do not know about. Same is 
the case with Codex. In life, there are curious, mysterious and 
ridiculous experiences. So is with Codex. It does not lure you 
into believing that anything is or can be perfect for you. You 
cannot know everything. You cannot understand everything. 
You cannot be happy forever. There is no chance of Utopia 
in this life. Actually, quite the opposite! 


Another very interesting and meaningful similarity 
between Codex and life is that both allow for virtually infinite 
possibilities of interpretation. It may feel irritating that 
everyone has their own understanding of what Codex means. 
But so is with life. Everyone has their own idea of how life 
works. It only proves that Codex is as close to life as any text 
can be. Potential for multiple interpretations in a literature 
makes it more universal, not less. You get from Codex 
exactly what you get from life! 
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HARNESSING HERMENEUTICS 


Codex is literature. God chose to communicate with the 
world by means of words. As a general tule, a literary 
masterpiece should be interpreted with the help of two 
resources; what we know from life and what we know from 
the masterpiece. Literature is not truly literature if clues from 
life or the literature itself fail to answer any questions a reader 
may have. 


The best way to interpret the Codex is by trying to 
understand it with the help of clues from life and itself. 
Koran, for instance, cites the books of the Codex revealed 
before itself, testifies to them and declares them light, 
guidance and wisdom. Now, all questions arising from the 
study of Koran must be answered by the Koran itself, the 
books before it or our own experience of life. No other 
authority is authentic enough to be trusted for such an 
important and critical reading, especially when it is not 
verified or even mentioned in the Codex. 


The second important thing to keep in mind is that 
universality of content does by no means imply universality 
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of form. Shakespeare wrote in the language and context of 
the Elizabethan era England but the truths he expressed have 
nothing to do with the limits of his times. We cannot reject 
him for being a dramatist instead of a blogger or writing in 
English instead of Esperanto. The universality of his message 
is independent of the form or context of his compositions. 


Similarly, while it is undeniable that it does not use the 
internet slang of modern-day people, message of Codex does 
relate to us on the grounds of the universality of its content. 
We must not reject its truth merely because it was expressed 
thousands of years ago and addressed the people other than 
us. However, we should also be careful not to enforce 
universality on the expressions that are obviously contextual. 


I am not quite aware of the tradition of Christians and 
Jews but about Muslim exegetes, I can safely claim that 
majority of them tend to interpret each verse of Koran 
independently. They rip it apart from its context and try to 
make sense of it in the light of traditions from their own 
sources. Such an attitude is obviously bound to extract any 
meaning from anything you wish. The Codex, in fact, refers 
to its own books and expressions so frequently that no one 
with a sound mind can afford to isolate a verse from this 
context and hope to understand what God means. Hence, it 
is advisable to explore and interpret the whole Codex as a 
single document rather than a random collection of mutually 
independent expressions. 


Last important thing to consider in the interpretation of 
the Holy Text is the limits of human knowledge. We know it 
from life and the Codex alike that man does not know 
everything. One who affords an answer to every question is 
either God or an absolute idiot. So, anyone who claims to 
understand and interpret all expressions of the Codex should 
not be taken seriously. It is a custom with exegetes to explain 
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every single verse they come across. What it amounts to is 
that they are not like us mortals who realize the limits of their 
knowledge. And we know they are not Gods either! 
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SANS SOCIETY 


Religion is a system revealed from God, meant for men 
and operated by devils. The story begins when a new religion 
starts gaining momentum. The first to take notice are the 
contemporary aspirants of political and commercial growth. 
They initiate as followers and culminate as leaders. History 
of a successful religion, therefore, should generally be read as 
an account not of believers who ruled, but of rulers who 
believed. 


A religion never forms a community, let alone a state. It 
is always the political and commercial power-mongers 
among its followers who make an institution out of it and 
departmentalize it to discipline believers and hence facilitate 
a smooth and comfortable autonomy. 


We all need a Paradise. Those who believe in the 
afterworld, believe it to be there; those who do not, try to 
make it here. And that is the principal difference between the 
social outlook of believers and non-believers. 


The Codex is very clear as to where we should look for 
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Paradise. It categorically states that man is placed in the world 
to be judged, not to be rewarded. The reward is promised, 
but not here. So, all the efforts of man to ensure peace and 
happiness in life are essentially futile. There can never be a 
Utopia. 


Koran uses an interesting word to describe life in the 
world. It calls it Mataa. The best translation of the word I can 
think of is the disposable. The world and life of the world are 
disposable. The term has twofold meaning in this context. 
On one hand, it throws light on the structure of the world 
we ate placed in. Nothing is permanent, absolute or essential. 
Everything is there to be used and disposed of. Nothing 
remains the same. Nothing retains its worth. On the other 
side, the term also delineates what our attitude towards 
worldly life should be. No sane person is supposed to cherish 
disposable stuff. No wise man is expected to waste himself 
away in making a home out of a railway compartment while 
travelling home. The homeless, though, may well enjoy the 
exercise! 


Every social and political movement has its roots in 
disbelief of the afterworld. We fear that we may lose every 
chance of happiness as soon as we take our last breath so we 
exert ourselves to make this world a better place. The job of 
the believer, on the contrary, is to make himself a better 
petson so that he may deserve what he wishes. 


There is only one state, one social system the Codex talks 
about; Israel. One may be tempted to take it for the Utopia 
that God Himself blessed. But there is a very serious problem 
even with this blessed society. Torah details what Israelites 
are forbidden to do and how they should be punished if they 
do it. Sadly enough, the only worldly state founded by God 
also does not appear to be void of sins, lashes and cries. 
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This is enough to show that the Codex neither promises 
a Paradise in the world nor advocates struggling for it. It 
proposes no social, political or economic systems. A believer 
has no responsibility to make the world a better place 
because God wants no better place. What is more serious is 
that God never actually lets anyone make it. It is an utter 
waste of energy that should be left to non-believers. And 
Codex assures there will always be plenty of them! 


A believer interacts with no humans but God all the time. 
Jesus did not get Judas Iscariot arrested or killed when he 
professed about him. He was concerned not with the man 
but the God who wanted to get him arrested. Judas could be 
easily taught a lesson but Jesus believed he would nonetheless 
be arrested as God wrote it so. Similarly, Joseph asked his 
brothers not to fear him because they sold him into slavery. 
He instead called the whole episode a plan of God to save 
the children of Israel in the days of famine. This is how 
ruthlessly a believer ignores, disregards and discredits fellow 
humans in his life. 


All the morality Codex preaches is meant not to make the 
world a better place but to make us better humans. We are 
supposed to be kind and tolerant, for instance, not because 
this will ultimately give rise to an ideal society but because 
this is what our Lord judges us on. 


It is also worth noting that Codex declares the majority 
of humans astray. Majority may be authority but only for the 
damn majority. Those who are on the right path are always 
fewer than those who are astray. Except for prophets and 
messengers, nobody is ordained or even entitled to try to 
drive a majority back on track. 
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WILL I NILL I 


Pree will means neither freedom nor will. We believe 
ourselves free when we want to do something and do it. If 
we fail, we feel constrained. The most ridiculous thing about 
it is that we take our desire to do something as a yardstick to 
measure our freedom but never question where the desire 
comes from. Was it us who ignited it in our heart? If it was 
us, we must be able to avoid all conflicts by not instilling 
desires that run counter to ground realities. And if it was not 
us, we should be sane enough not to own the desire so much 
so that its fulfilment becomes synonymous to freedom for 
us. Because we are never free. We did not choose to chase 
the desire. It was chosen for us, or equally likely, we were 
chosen for it. Why bother if we do not serve the purpose we 
did not choose? 


It is not us who have desires but desires who have us. We 
never enjoy the authority to choose if something should be 
done or not but, for no good reason, always submit to and 
side with the force inside us that wants to get it done. That is 
how free we are and can ever be! 
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It should also be noted that man cannot desire something 
unless he knows it. One who desires to live in Paris knows 
something true or false about Paris. We know before we 
desire. And the problem is that our knowledge is beyond our 
control. We cannot choose to know something. An event 
that reveals something to us is not controlled by us. An idea 
that sparks in our mind is not begotten volitionally. 


There is no such thing as free will in the Codex. The God 
of the Codex claims that we do not even wish but that he 
wishes. It is Him who makes sinners desire a doom in 
disguise and chase it voluntarily. It is also Him who makes 
saints indifferent to what happens around them or even to 
them. It is Him who seals the hearts of sinners so that they 
miss every chance of redemption and it is also Him who 
opens the bosoms of saints to the light of knowledge. 


So, who ate the sinners and the saints? What makes a 
sinner a sinner and a saint a saint when both have no free will 
at all? Let me repeat what I said earlier. 


We never enjoy the authority to choose if something 
should be done or not but, for no good reason, always submit 
to and side with the force inside us that wants to get it done. 


What I understand from the Codex is that all we are 
entitled to do is to choose to submit to and side with one 
force ot the other. Submit to what God wants us to do or 
what he does not want us to do. Side with His Will or not. 
Our choice does not make the slightest difference to what 
He chooses to do in the world but makes all the difference 
to what he decides to do with us. 


It is like a virtually omniscient and omnipotent boss 
monitoring his subordinates. He has security cameras 
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installed everywhere and enjoys the authority to control 
everyone. Nobody can do anything he does not wish or not 
do something he wishes. Everything is happening how he 
wants. Everyone is doing willy-nilly what he wishes. Should 
it not still be possible for the boss to see who among his 
subordinates is loyal to him and who is not? Who submits to 
his commands and who is made to submit? Who sides with 
him and who with himself? How hard should it be for him at 
the end of the day to sort out those who were serving him 
from those who were not while all did nothing but what he 
wanted them to do? 
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The praise is for Allah, Lord of the two worlds! 


- Koran 


What can be a greater testimony to the 
honesty behind this book than the almost 
certainty that Muslims, Christians and Jews 
are all going to disown it? Probably a read! 


